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) INTRODUCTION *o- Y X . o .- .

Ratzonale and Oxerv*eu of the PrQ]ect h .

Title I of the Elementyfy and Secondary Education Act of 1965 ESEA) is

»

the primary prbgr ederal assistance for elbmentary and secbndarv educa-

\

tion. Ity 1des £inds to counties, and‘school districts in déreas with Righ’

proportions qf low income families, in order to improve the academic achieve-

* ‘. . .- ) - .
ment of educationally deprived children. Local education agencies {LEAs)

are allowed considerabie discretion in using Title I funds, as long as services
*

”

provided supplement rather than replace State and local efforts, and a&dress local

. . / .
needs as determined by annpal assessment. As a result, Title I funds a wide
. ' variety.o{ programs and services in LEAs across the nation reflecting the

diversity among these agencies.
-Since 1965 LEAs have been required to evaluate “the effectzveness Oof programs

asst!ted under Title I. Thzs taskghas-proved more dxffxqult than originally an-

~

. ticipated. In 1975 the UIS. Edycation Department (USED) contracted with Research
Management Corporation (RMC) to develop a set of evaluation models to help guide

o the required local and state reportinh of "evaluation data. RMC recormended

- - . ". \

» a system with three alternative models“for assessing the effectivgness of

-

Title I progtams: a norm-referenced design; a Eboirol group désign; and a

special regression design. Each of the three has two forms /- one for)use
s -

with nationally normed tests and the other for use-with tesbs without

. - . 'p/ ) s
"N~ national norms. Under this system, results of Jocal evaluations can be
5 -) ' aggregated by using a common netric, the normal curve equivalemt (NCE), to
s yield ‘an overall assessmen; of effects (Tallmadge and Wood, 1976).

,4 /)// Fof programs serving children below second grade this exa\§3t1on system _/
- is of limited usefulness for the follewing reasons; ot
' T -

). o The models are mandated to assess pregran effects only for reading,
mathematics, and language arts, areas’ in’which adequate norm-referenced
tests are commonly” available, whereas early childhood Title J programs

' often encompass a guch wider' range of goals;"’ , .

)
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) : . - & Measurement’ of young childrems achié&ement is éenerally/E;;; reliatle
than that of older children; '

) e Few tests for young -children have adéquate narms; and

o-éarly chiIdho/' programé often have long-range goals, * o\
the evaluatign of which raise® special problems.
. . .

- P L

Thus the current Esgf Title I evaluatién system is often not}diractly applicable

to programs for children below setond grade. For this reasén, and ;n r;onnfe to:
. requests from ;ocel‘;nd state educat}on agenciéé for heip in £valuating such pro-

gramg, the USED awarded a contract to the Quron Institute in 19™7 to'gtudy eﬁrly

childhood

itle I (Eé%-l) programg and to develop materials to ﬁelp in evaluating

e work, comprises *four phases: a review of the literature of ECT-I.eva;ua;

and'instrumeﬁéation (Haney, et al., 1978); a aescriptio;‘of'thg natu:gfng_ggIkl
qgrams.;nd the-ways they are being evaluated (Yurcpak & nyk::;979); an examina-

tion of the féasibilityiof$deve}op{ng an evaluéti n sysx:m for ECT-I proj;cts (Bryk
et a&., 1978); and the develppm;nt of resouré; terials to assiﬁt in the design

and conduct of evalyations useful to local sghool personnelx(forthcomief)“
. ¢ K < . 0

- f R « ‘ . R )
v The second phas’ of work, describeg\in\ESEA Title I Early Childhood Education:
. <
A Descriptive Report (Yurchak & Bryk, 1979), is qggnariied in th%s document. v
) Ch o

AY

Focus of This Report

The Xeport cited above descriQSf;ggd analyzes the nature of early childhood
programs currently supported under T@tle I. It is based primarily on information

gained ff?g fteld visits to ten.state educatjon agencies (SEAs) and twenty-nine
A4 > -

: i i . ESEA Title I Early Education: Review of
- LEiif’ Additional sourcesa;;ﬁ;yde itle Yy .o

/

Literatur§~on Evaluation a d‘Inst}umentation (Haney, et ., 1978){ a telephone

survey with state Title I coordinators; 'FY 1976 state Title I evalugtion reports;

and descriptioﬁ§ of éxempla}y early'chiidhood‘Title‘I programs found in the USED

t - L]
v . . .
publication, Education Programs TRat Work (1977).
L ] v . i
N =, > iy
~ 2 e . 5 ,
- % “ o

—
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1For purposes of work done under this contract, early childhood and ECT-I are
-‘i::jfjf7ed a3, programs for children in first grade, kindergarten, and prekindergarten.
', . , N ' f
oc L

#
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. and 'first-grade yeafs..

[y
Bl . -

The\first three sections of this report. summarize the field research
. [} R

method and prbvide a description of ECT-1'programs and the current evaluation

. . ) e LT ; )
practices associated with them. The fourth section analy:es particular facets

" of ECT:I'bractices. Here, we locate ECT-! programs within the broad trends in

early childhood education, describe recruitment, needs assessment:, and selec-

. X A .

tion of children f*’ ECT-1 programs, examine issues of curriculum and résources,
. -\ :

and_investigate the relations between ECT-I programs and the broader educationzl

* .-

: L ; e ! s ‘o, L.
and social communities .in which they reside. The last section on parent education
N . » .
.+, descrives parent involvement activities in ECT-1 programs 'and current practices ’

. of evaluating these activities. .- $

B

\ -

DESCRIPTION OF FIELR RESEARCH

’

Selecting the Visit Sites: ) ‘ S ‘
- Field sites were selected on the basis of three considerations: geographic

A . .
and demographic diversity; demonstrated interest and investment in ECT-] programs;

o«

. : . . - ’
and thoughtful atteegys to evaluate these programs. . We identified candidate sites

" froh our'réview of SEA Title f Evaluation Repprtérfor FY 1975 and FY 1976, from-

\

h.the'Technical Assistance Centers (TACs), from 3an informal telephone
’ ' 4

interviews wit
4 ®

A S

s;rvey-of SEA Title I directors,(ZnJ from our advisory ‘panel. Stats to visit were

‘ then.sqlectéd in consultation with répresentatives of the USED Title I Program

¢ %

Officg and the Office of Evaluation and Dissemination. 'LEA sites were selected in

consultation with SEA pfficiaf§~in the states selected. Almost half of the LEAs
ot * - : ‘

chosen dere’drbanltommunities with populations of more than 166,000. Thirty-four
- . . . ’ .

pgrbenf had populatjons of fewer than-50,000. The sample included urb{ﬁu suburban,

and rural’ commmities in ‘states widely disttibuted geographically. All of the LEAs

€

; .t ‘ . ¢ '
toncentrated theii Title I furids on programs below- fourth grade. All had at

léast 6n¢.prograM'at the earlyschildhood level.P,Toiether they provided -

different combinations of programs over the prekindergarten, kindergarten

x*

.
. ‘ . . a .
: ! 6~ '
. . . ,
. B o \ F 2 !
w3

. .
> - - F 1
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Condtctzng and Reportﬁng_fgeld Visits . s nl T .
. . ’k’-\> ! ' ° )
. Each s site was visited by a team of two experienced interviewers, one- .
knoaledgeable in evaMation and.thezother in early childhood education.
While visits varied in length depend’ng on’ the site of the LEA, the thlcaI
LEA visit lassed three days, \1s1ts 1nc1uded Teview of evaluation documents .semi-
. structured interv ews ‘with admznzstrators, teachers and parents and observa- )
. tzons in classrooms. In most states the g!As were v1s1ted fzrst. In some, SEA”

’

officials accompanxed Huron staff on LEA site vzszts -

«

Fleld visitors gathered 1nformat1on on seven top1cs Program context,

program goals and Structure; selection procedures parent involvement, current
]
formal e\aluatzon procedures, current users and uses of
- -

and needs, capac1t1es and 1ncentives for-additiom] evaluatzon information

i

The extensive notes taken during each 1nterV1ew and observation were organized
s by these seven 1nformatzon Categories and transcrzbed Senior project staff
* . . '
oL conducted cross-qase‘analyses ‘e <

’

Before presenting results, we should reiterate a note of caution about the

s’

degree to- which our fzndzngs can’'be generalxzed to the wider populatzon of Title

I programs. The Title I proJects viszted were seTected precisely because they.

did Rave ECT-I programs or _components. Therefore the frequenczes of particular

Types of ECT-I programs Or practices reported here ‘cannot be safelyv

\

to Title I projects nitzonwzde

generali zed

Nevertheless, we fee1 confident that this -

Y encompassed a fairly wzd ringe of the Specxrum of ECT-I programs currently
N
we have an.accurate and .

LI

being implemented throughout the/cduntr), aae that

complete descriptive infdrmatzon about services delivered and eurrent evalua-

‘ °
tzon practlces in the sites visited. The Practice of send;ng Case summarzes back

Py
‘«v;.u«nﬂ raberee® T T

3

We are somewhat less confident about the'comprehensive-

f
; N ) R +

. M »
L Yy [N
- .
.
.

evaluatlon znfomatzon\
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1e;s and vaiidity of 1nformat10n directly pertinent to Title I rules and regula-

tions, such as éelection'prodbdures, needs assessment, parent advisorv councils,

. o
and use of evaluation results. . Two reasons underly this uncertaznty _First,
4 v

several of -these issues pertain to program compliance with Title I rules

and regulations. We purposefully did not inquire dlrectly into compliance issues

»

because we did not want our field visits to be perceived by local personnel as

'egkngs by state or federa! Title I offices to monitor their compliance with

Title I rules and regulations. Second, unlike other facets of program impl:Fenta-

tion, we could not directly observe participant selection, needs assessment,
e

,parent advisory touncils and use of evaluation information. As a"result, findings

regarding these issues are based strictly on interlocutors' descriptidhs and

observations regarding them and/or pertinent w@ittgn descriptions.
. . . L *

s - oL - L 3 EEEEEES

DESCRIPTION OF ECT-I PROGRAMS

N

k) * \ . .
We organized our description of ECT-I programs around mine variables:

érade’lewel (pr;kindergarten,'kindergaqtfn and first grade); goals and objecs

" tives (subject-specific objectives such%as reading, reading readiness, mathe-
[ * 1
matics, and language arts and developmental objectives such as soctial, emotional,
* > ’ ' b
-

'-psychomotor, cognitive and language acquisition); primary program recipients

(child-centered programs, parent centered programs and pareﬁt and child programs);
program locus (clas§rodm, home or both); duration (amount of instructional time
= - ~

planned for each teaching session); staff-child ratio (the number of adults regu-

larly available tozchildren); and Title ? instructional staff {teachers, class:oom

LN

aides, special subject teachers, special sub?ect aides,.r?source teacher’s,

resource center aides, and home visitors). '

-

We found that ECT-l programs vary cqmsiderably across the three
. , . '
grade levels of the early childhood dgmain: prekindergafﬁen, kindergarten, and

,fi;s: grade.




- __Prekindergarten Programs C o

= Most prekinder}arten programs are 1eparate.entities,\on1y peripherally
related to LEA activities in later grades. Many prekindergarten programs origi-

. .nated ander other funding sources and were then assumed under thle I. In,

-

generar, the long term goals of these programs are & deveIOp school_;eadxness

4

* and prevent later educatLonal def1c1ts. The programs address a wide range of

goal areas--including cogrfitive, languige, emotional, sbcial, gross.motor, psycho-
. 4 . '

motor, organizational, and motivational develophbent--and emphasize the inter-

! N _

: o , {
Jelated nature of learrfing in the several domains. Figure 1 presemts a sample

of tvplcal prekzndergarten program obJectzves

' .
Home-s ool ¢oordination and parent 1nvo1vement is stressed at ‘this grade )

>

level. In addivion to the required Parent Advisory Council (PAC)i parent. .

o *‘*“"!dU'atiUnJBCtiViti!s play a~promiﬁeﬂt‘3%13'"i?arent‘tﬁvoivemen' d*ffers*from’*' — -

site to site, but in general parents are taught some or all of the followzng

*the fundamentals 'of child development, procedurp for' teaching specif:.c school

.

readiness skills or for reinforcing sKills taught in school, and strategies
, for motivating children's desirable behaviors and eliminating undesirable

ones. 'Parent education programs ‘are sometimes separate from: programs for

“

. Ve
+ Twd basic types of program are funded at the prekindergarten level:

.‘npme-based and center-based programs. In home-based programs’\fachers

~
[

typically make weekly visits to the mother and child at home. _Togetﬂzr

. they play and work on skills that will be useful when the child'e ters
schbol. - Home- based programs are somewhat 1ess prevalent and hos: fre!lentlv
serve the younger j%zldren (three-year\olds),(those with unusual deficits,
or those for whom acceéss to center-based programs is d%fficult. Often

' they are the first part of a two-year ECT-1 program, with children.osually '

~

attending a centef-based program during the second vear. AN

ccv

- children. More often thev supplement * school -based pro ms dzreetlx serving chiidren. .
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] . Figure 1: A Sampie of ECT-1I Preklnde:ga'ten Goa¢s
/‘ :
, \ DOMAIN OBJECTIVES 4
. ' . .c
.Children wiil demonstrate:
Language Arts A greater.degree of language facility as measurec by
. . -« specified improvement on"a given test
o o Improved sentence structure : !
o Improved vocabulary and knowledge of word meaning
o Improved languagéd skills
‘e Improved language cdncepts
’ o Thproved communication skills, 1nc1ud1ng listening,
. Speaking, and pre-reading and}Pre -writing
o Improved ability to comprehend, interpret and retall
. oral language \ "
) Ma;hematigs' e Understanding of early ma;hematsgikconcepts as
: - measured by a given test - .
— h. e Ability to understand the vocabulary of beginning
_ e R | mathematics .
' ® Ability to recognize geometric ghapes -~ - = . —
) e Ability to recognize numbers . .
© e Ability to count objects
| @ Ability to compare similarities and dxfferencos
' ' | @ Ability to serialize objects
. | ® Abilityrto classify objects
o Imprdved math concepts -
. - o Improved understanding of spatial relationships
) o, Improved understanding-to sequence objects and/or -
\ . events . .
~. . -
Cognitive Devg}opmeg} 1 e Progress in concept d‘felopment as. measured by a
. . giveh test
e General concept development’
. - I e Ihproved cognitive and intellectual competence
e Ability to-think clearly
, : e Ability tc use problem solving strategies and
. logical reasoning L e
e Ability to test ideas - ’
Readiness . e Increased school réadiness
< - | o Attitudes and skills necessary to function in'sghool
\ ' .o 'Improved pre-reading skills
' )
o Improved pre-mathematz\ibskzlls X
F ' :
R - ' (Continued. . . )
: ’ » -
* ]
l 1
v » 10 ]
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¢ - DOMAIN N L ‘OBJECTIVES . ’
. Soc1a‘/£motzona1 o Positive change in affective behavior as reported by
Development - ‘measures of affective growth . - ' b

o Self confidence
o Positive self concept (self ‘image)

. e Abrlity to accept himself and others * ~
.| ¢ Ability to feel and respond to any situation
- . i appropriately '
R : ¢ That they know how to love and be loved

e Ability to cope with sadness and disappointment

) q Ab111t) to discriminate between acceptable and . —
. . .unacceptable behavior } |
o Ability to manage anxiety, anger and jealousy, as
o well as more pos1t1ve emotions b ,

o Improved skill in 8ocial interaction
| o Positive att1tudes toward s‘&{w friends, class and -
s .. $chool ,; N, .-

o Positive atfitudes and values
¢ Responsibility and independence

Motivation o Love of learning
—--— — - . ' | e Motivational development

- Behavioral Organiza- |.e Improved memory ' N ’ I

tion ) o Ability to exercise tbe will
- o Ability to use self ‘discipline
t - ) e Ability to concentrate |
o Ability to set goals and 1 itiate actlons to complete
them

-

o Abitity to persevere until
o Increased a‘ttention span

asks are completed

Perceptual Motor e Growth in psychomotor ‘development as reported by
~Development "--,| » measures of psychomotor development

) (] Ab111ty to perceive aceyrately) using the senses_
"to efficiently process ‘informat{on .
o Improved~fine mator skills
- . . | o-Improved visual/motor perception
' . o Improved auditory discrimination
_ - e Ability to demonstrate mastery in skills in the
b ' areas of small motor, laterality,idirectionality
. and coordination )
| e Ability to write numerals, lettersi\and words

Motor Developm;nt' ¢ Ability tp move and gafn maximal control over
“muscles

'l

- . o Improved coordination
. . ) \ | @ Ability to use and contro] a pencil,
oy : scissors
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o Center-basea prekindergarten programs usually meet four or five times

3 - 2 N . .
a weeh for perjods.of two and'a hjlf to three hours. Many begin'or i?d witle

.

.

.a school lunchi program.‘;CIasses'a:e usually self-containegl The myff/ZOmmon

- . A - f\ v .
staffing pattern is one teacher and one .aide for a group of approximately

' LS

twentv chfldren‘ The adult to child ratio typzcall} is of‘xczally stated to be

1:10 but is o'ten higher because of high absentee rates and the presence of
R . N —\

parent volunteers. L )

-

« N . « . '
In spite of recent efforts. to make information abou{ exemplary programs

~

\\ .available, few of the prekindergarten programs obéerved have adopted turricpla
\ developed elsewhere. Several have adapted components of other ptograms and.
fit them to the need; of their own popgi;tions; more have developed theif

) own curriculum. : - T~ Qi

Kindergarten Programs . .
- ‘ - .
Title I klndergarten programs often take their structure from the other early

»

childhood actzvztzes in the LEA that are supported under Title I. In sites w1th»,
kindergartens supported by regular LEA funds, some are downward extensions of -
the first grade and look mych like first-grade programs. Ihey'emphasize

basic educational skills. In sites where there are no prekindergartens or no

13 .

state or local kindergartens, Title I kindergariens may be less dcademic. Home -
I . o . . -
sthool coordination is still stressed, although parent ,education activities

—~——

are somewhat less ambitious’ than they are at the prekindergarten level, and

S

. /\ . [ . »
most programs focus directly on service§ for children. Parents are usually

involved as program resdyfces or to reinforce their ehilfdren's school learning.

-
-

Organizationally, kindergartens deliver services in one of four ways:

.

through inJependent Elasses. pull-out’ programs; exteqded'day prOgrams; hr'thropgh
'additiongﬁ sﬁpport.staff for non-Title-I k{ndergartens. ;Staffing patterns

. Yary. Generally, Title I kindergarten programs have 3 hiéher adult to child
ratio than nop-Tjt1e~I'kﬁnderﬁartens. but this varies’considera 1y from

, ‘ , -/
o LEA to LEA, \

ERIC ' S 12
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First-G’radepms ,. - ) ‘ % -

ichildsiﬁ are tutored in small grdups for somewhat‘leszjthan an hour daily or’

'

A C A
. ‘At present, more childrenare involved 1n‘f1rst- de. ‘Title I programs

“than 1n ezther kzndérgarten or prekzndergarten programs (HanejE )

ro 8). \1rtually all T1t1e I fert -gradg programs are ch11d focused and

cen€\r based and are part of a mu1t1 grade-revel program -- tvpzcal Yy, 8

k1ndergarren to-third- grade f1rsteto-th1rq‘pral!b ‘or even first- to sixth-

v -
grade program 1n re4d1ng, language arts, or mathema*zcs ~L1ke theLr counter-

- -

parts as;hzgher.grgdes, fzrst-grade-currzcula.are somewhat narrowi& focused
on boosting achieyement in specific academic areas. -IMmost programs,.

L4

. ' M .
-» almost daily. For most of the ECT-I first-grade programs we visited, children
-y * . - ¥ -

>

are taken from their regul¥r classrooms for short periods of remedial instruction
ol . , o

(phll-outs). Proponents of pullZout programs‘advocate,gﬁem because they- ardql"

, .

61eaiﬂy separate from and sqpplemqetary to local district programs ahd therefore

', cannot bg challenged-on compliance grounds. Educators 1ess comnztted to. pull-
&

outs cite problems in -scheduling, coordinatzng special instructlon wzth other

-A»\.

educatzon services, and confusion"or ch11dren when d;fferent materlals ‘and tech-

. v . v

nidues are used in Title I and regular classroom iﬁiiructioﬂ. They d1so fear

that removing children 'from classroom activities might result'in'pejorative'
. 8 b ‘

'babeling. Alternative instructional stratégies in first ‘grade include traveling
[

* 4, -

e

Parent involvement is still a priority at first grade, but pareﬂt educat%yﬁ

teachers, learning centers, and resource centers.

1

L4

school. learning (shpervising homework or providini_extra drill). Parent education

+ -

‘efforts, foéusind on more general fevelopmental issues, emanate from PACs.

sw- ! - ’ A ‘ “ | * »
» s 4

Diversity, across and witHin gra&e levels, is the post striking feature of

- . -

is less.so. LEA initiated efforts tend to stress the parental role in reinforcing °
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.. ECT I programs. Generally, programs for older ®hildren (first grage) are more

\ v

narrowl? focused than thoSe for younger children. While EtT-I programs all aspire

: to"le sa@e long-term e‘fects incredsed functiorial abl lity in the area!p of

X ~

. readzng, mathematxcs, and language arts; thezrnshort term ebjectives mav be very

A\

~ - -

dl‘tere't, their strategies. . for achieving them quite varled and their defini-

?

trons of success strikingly-diverse. This has important 1mp11catlons for evalua-

’ / - . -

tion. ~ _ -

/ -
DESCRIPTION OF ECT T PROGRAM EVALUATIONS v . ¢
. The report d1st1ngu1shes between two types of evaluation practice:
. N :
anrual\issessment of program ef ectiveness conducted in rder to fulfill Title

R d

I requd-emeﬂ‘s and other act1v1t1es initiated by LEAs for :E:i:’gyn purposes.

Requ1red Evaluatzons

. Although LEAs are rdquired to conduct regular outeome evaluatzons no
guidelines exist t;at specify the evaluation desxgn, the tests, or the ways
results must be reported Procedures thereiére vary both from state to state
artd from LEA to LEA w1th1n a state. Thére are suﬁttantxve dxfferences in the

technlcal aspects of evaluation as well as in the abzlity and qualifications

.

e

of the evaBuatzon staff. In md‘y sites. the evaluations appear to be a 222

-

'forma exercise

-

.. ,
pretest-posttest design. A few use posftest

K

.Most LEAs usé a sing

only or control group des*gns _Fall- sprhﬂ!testlng schedules are favored and

often the test administered fo: pdrposes of child.selection serves. also as a pre-
test data point. There is cons1derab1e diversity in the tests used Most common
are general readiness tests,- individubl intelligence tests, and achievement tests.

Although most BCT-I projects espouse long-term goals in areas of language, socio-

emotional development, or psychomgtor skills, few programs evaluate performance

.~ 4 These areas because of the absence-of appropriate measures. Program personnel

. I
. N W - . .
. - N - . 14
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¢

ir general are songerned ggpu; the poor qua‘xtv of tests 1n early chil dhood

.
.
- Ll

In First gra&e, achievement tests are most frequently used to evaluate

* «

program effectiveress. TeSts that are part of a nationally normeéjips:
series -- the sezropolitan Achievement Tests, the California Achfevement
Test, the Comprehen ive Test 'of Basic Shiils, an¢ the Stanford Zarly Schoolv °*
Achiegemeﬁ? -- are the most prevalent. These are all group administered

tests. At the prexindergarten level, individually administered general
LY r . .

‘readiness tests and intelligente tests are the most common. Various .

latiguage-specific achigvement”tests are also used at this gj:de} althoug&

4
7

. . - (S
no-one test predominates. Kindergarten projects draw tests from all cate-

[ . - ’, .

. gories. Kindergartens ﬁhat are the fir;i level of a multi-grade program
with a subject-specific emphasis (e.§., a kindergarten-thrdugh-grade-six

redding program) often use achievement tests. Programs with broader objectives
~ *

tend to eviluate with general readiness or individual intelligence tests.
Prekindergarten, kindergarten, and first-grade programs are sometimes -
» . :

réported separately, sometimes together, and sometimes in combination with

*

other programs.* Reporting formats for test results also vary. -For pretest-
posttest designs using norm-referenced tests, the following reporéing procedures

are used: mean gains scoras, mean percentile rank improvement, average percentage

2

“of maximum possiﬁlé gains,” and NCE gains. For posftést-only designs, projects

Teport, outcomes in terms of mean posttest scores in age or grade Equivalents, or
percentage of pupils attaining some percentile, stanine or grade equivalent cri-
teria (for norm-referenced tests); or mean posttest scores in the raw metric (for

+ '

non-norm.rzjsjenced_tests). l;n addition to outcome evaluation, most states also

- I3

\ - .

. \ae ‘ ' ‘ i
. zlnlthis .case, the. maximum i51b1e gain for any individual is defined as:
. maximum possible gain = il possible posttest score minus actual pretest.

scoréd. A maximum possxble gain score can be calculated for each child and
then averaged to yield an dverage maximym Possible gain. Actual gains (actual

posttest minus actual pretest) can theh be expre'ssed as a percentage of average
maximim possidble gnin. This method was used in only one LEA we visited.
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for assessing parent 1n»ofveme1t

rezi7e desceriptive information about demograbhic characteristics and resources
f

\
of tﬁb conﬁﬁn\: ,,administrat..e croceduzes_'or *qplenen ing the program, criteria

for school e*rgibility, needs assassment and screening procsdures, and ocedures
L.,

o
an

N . .
© . - - L

Optional Evaluations

<

7 - . ) ) '

. Several LEAs ‘have initiated supplemen.ary ezaluations for their own purposes
% -
The ’C e::orts,*wh.ch are seldom described in evaluation Treports to, SEAs, tend to
s .

y -be aimed at shedding light on what is happening in local programs (process evalua-

' Resources Available for Eviluation

s

- tions); what happens to ghxldren as a result of prOgram part cipation (longitudinal

evaIuations and case studdes), or ,the relative efficacy oﬁ alternative program

’

pract.ces (comparative znalysis of screening procedures or program.components)

~These extra evaluation activities address general questlons of ""What are programs

neally doing?" and "Hou&tan they do’

-

interést in and desire for more evalua-

Although R;pgiﬁp'personnel express‘v

2 . . i) I3 .
tions of this type, few,gre‘beinz conduct There are several reasons for this.

ReSourceﬁ available for'locally'initiated evaluations are scarce. Moreover,
except in large well-funded LEAs, evaiuation staff are not ‘trained to conduct
sophisticated evaiuation31> Resources'from SEAs are generally not available for
optional activ.ties. , z&gs_concen;rate on helping to implement the proposed USEQ
_models in grades two.to twelve. Logistid\aad-technicai obstacles thus hinder

- ~ . i _ﬁ
efforts to produce\e5a&uation information aimed at meeting specific lgcal needs.
"

.

¢«
In general, resources available at the state level seen insufficient

L]

-

to provzde extensive assistance to LEAs in evaluating their programs. This is
.I

~ particularly true for early childhood programs. At ‘the Jocal level, zvailable

resqurces vary\greaﬁly Some 1arge LEAs have large and sophisticated evaluation
departments Others psually smaller, have much more- 11m1ted facilities and staff.
The TACs represent an important pé%éntial resource for assistance ;Eggialuating

+ ECT-1 programs that }las not yet oeen fully tapped.

-

L4
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- Use cf Evaluatign--nformation®at the State Level ’ oo

State'officials' use of information gleaned from evaluations js vervy limited.

-~ . .
o
f

The prihary use.of results is.to prepare the annual report for the USED. Some'

. ' - .
states use the annual evaluation in conjunction with the monitoring process to, i

insure compliance with federal regulations maintain contact wigh LEA personnel,

.

; give informal techn.cal and program advice, and deterq‘ne where to place emphasxs

Other states use 1 to defend--or to urge elimination of—-speczfzc programs

.

Use of Evaluation lnformatzon at the Local Lével

ECT-1 evaluation 1nfor;ation is used and valued differently across LEAs. .

¢

In some sites LEA pers&nne}.rgported that if they were not required to evaluate
their ECT<1 prograas they would not do so. .Others found evaluations useful.
Among the uses reported were: to assess program effectiveness, to imprpve practice,

and,to train staff. However, nost"see a number of difficulties in accurately

and adequaiely assessing the effects of 1ntervention on very young /2\\?#(

They agree that short-tern iupac\t‘) evaluation is insufficient and plead for .
longitudinal evalua:ions They are also concerned about the limits placed opl

.- evaluation efforts by ‘the quality of early cq11dhood ‘tests, and measures. o
Avazlable tests are geﬂefally 1nadequate foz’accurate assessment of the full, |
range of ECT-I program goals,’particularly in the areas of social and emotional

growthl{psychomotor development, andslanguage. - The program staff thus do not

Tegard thes&tests as satisfactory to select children for ECT-I programs, to

diagnose individual needs, or to evaluate program effeqtivgness. Many LEAs
‘ y
" therefore have‘developed criterion-referenqed tests related to their own progranm.

3

o }‘{ALYSIg OF ECT-I PRACTICE . S . :

ECT-I Trends Compared with Trends in Early Childhood Education

In the first phase of this study, Haney (1978) identified some major trends .

[Y] LI Y

L I : . - . : i . .
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in early childhood education. These include: making early chlidhood éducation
public and coor;inating educa’ional prozrams at the state leyei, an inc*eased
nunber.of early childhood education prograns, .ncreaSed emphas.? on pa'en:a.

involvement in programs for ycung &hildren, 1nd1v1dua11.ed programs to meet
v '

chi.dren s sueczfic needs mainstreaming or integrating chiidren wztn s“e ial’
needs into :egulzr classroom activifies instead of segregating them into spec‘al

.classes Yand multid.ac.plinarv comprehensi\e services for disad\antag-d chi l‘rEn

~
I

While all of the general trends appear in ECT-I prograns, thev tend to

be variousI» shaped by tHe requirements and regtlations of Title I and the wavs

they are 1&?erpreted. The Title I mandatg for local needs assessment and deter-
aination of programs to meet the needs identified contrasts, for example, with the

general trend toward coordination of early childhood programs at the state level.

The requirement‘that Title I funds be used to supplement rather than supplant

existing programs also clearly contrasts with the general trend toward _incorpora- .
tion of early chi{dhood prozrans into existing public school programs. while
ECT-1 programs often do make ear}y childhood educérion programs pdblicly available

\for some children, unlike early childhood programs in.general they have' not

increased in number ;ince 1976 If-anything, efforts in this area have dimingshed

-~

sxightly, at least at the prekzndergarten and kindergarten level (see for exanple

"tRe Annual State Perfornance and' lccounting Reports preShred by the Division of

-

. .
ECT-I programs also diverge from the ieneral-trend in that they emphasi:e -

Edgcation for the Disadvantaged),

basic academic skilfzemore heavily. Virtually every progra@'description includes
primary objectiVes in the areas d?'reidinz“Of reading readiness, language acquisi-
tion or language hrts, and mathenatical reasoning and computation. Beyond these

s NATTOW Objectives, hclever, most prog;’ms Also include important instrumental gogls
s
in one é\nore of the -following areas: social growth and development, perceptual-

, o ) ‘
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motor Or.psycpomocor development, gross motor development, behavioral organi:a-

) ) . P
tion, and motivation. In early childhood programs, there is often substantial

L 4

' tension between interpretations of Title I requirements for academic emphasis

A
A

v
anc the broader zoalg of current early childhood education practice. .

-
~ -

In othe* havzﬁ ECT-1 programs closely approach broader trends in early ' -
cnzldhood educazion. Most notable is the increased emph;j;s on pazent involve-

men: aﬁd parent education, partzcularly in programs for very young chzldren
A S .
Thi's may be attributed both to greater parental interest in frograms for their

. ve%y‘youﬁg children and to purposeful program outreach. Individyalitation is e
also important in ECT-I programs, although it is not always rigorously

implemented . For example, it is most often done only by means of R
\ ) ‘I
skills profiles generated from tests or curricula. Every child-is-assessed on

~

a continuum in each of a number of skill or developmeﬁtal areas. ghilg;en ’ .

whose profiles show similar needs are then groupeJ for instruction. Profiles ..

‘are reviewed periodically and instructional goals adjusted. | .
The importance of nainst?eaming ai.an issue Q;ries with ECT-] level. At

prekindergarten.the issue is usually moot, for these programs exist independently

1

’ . i N

and childrer are not drawn 6ut of ofher‘educdtional programs. Where other

, Programs exist, however, particularly at figst grade, the desire to mainstream

4

chxldren-cften conflicts with the qpnda:e;;g‘s lement rather than-supplant . o
services.' Once again, concerns about Titiei;ifi;;;:;;;:;—;;;::;‘;;-Eféz?iif““‘*‘-——-
. S from clinical judgments on appropriate educational practiqﬁ
Finally, perg;ps because of the focus on basic skills, ECT=l programs stress
comprehensive scrvices less than do early childhood programs generally. Theg .
tack of ECT-~I programs is ﬁarrowiy define&, and spupplementary :ecvices are ofsen

. ) ,
qic:éd as peripheral or eyen precluded by Title I.

.
4 -
§ ’
.
- © -
.
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\eeds Assessmen Rec'ui tment and Selection

]

- ' !

» In- g'ades two thrOLgP ’ﬁ:;\e, ‘Title I provides sup?/ementa*y educational
services for those children in low 1ncome heighborhoods who are. deszgnated "educa-
tzonallv deprzxed " In t*ls respect regular school programs fulfill several 1mportant
functzonsforTitle I. Thevy erateloca} normatzvecr1terzafor determining educatzonal

disadvanitage--children's fnabili

to perforﬁ at a level compara§k§ to that of .

their peers. They also allow ready identification-cf children who sﬁuulq be

ferved--those having tﬂe most difficulty school . Finally; regular"sch--l_

programs have some statement of goals, objettives, and curricula, and these ﬁ’-vide

a base for deciding what additional services Titlé _should provide.

The ‘situation with ECT-I programs is very dszerent, partxcularlv in pre- N

1

kzgdergarten Unlike later -grade programs, p'ekzndergartens are self-confained

. AN
and usually have no counterpart within the public School system. As a result,

4

there are no normative criteria for defining educational disadvantage. More-
over, neither child'development theory nor clindcal practice clearly defines

educational disadvantage for a child before entry into public school, or the

~

4

- N '-
functional competence necessary to assurelater academic ‘'success. In addition, ° S

sincc-pgeschdol programs stand alone.and serve a limited number of children,

Y fo. Anforfiation exists on the past development of all children in the dzstrzct,

" nor is there evxn a list of potential candidates for ECT-I services. This

greatly compl:catos the tasks of needs assessnent, recruitment and screening.

——

Needs assessment. Needs assessment is the process by which LEAs determine

which groyps df children in areas eligible for Title.I are most in need of

.services, and what services wiT?shi¥’~the highest district priority. The most

,connon methods of needs assessment are grade-dby-grade examination of pupil test

perfornance, teacher observation. teacher or parent surveys, and analys}s of

previous Title I evaluation results ‘However, while these strategies may be
\

20 | o .
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5pprapriate for studemts already in the'district school grogram, they are
'1na~:rqpr1a~e for preklndergartén and kzndergarten The abgér‘e of normati e
) criteria for ;ducatzonal dxsadvantage at th1§ ;;; and the . poor- predictive
. , ‘validity-of current assessment measures mean that program planners mugt.exrra;
polate f.or,favlure at later grades.to needs gg;eariier ages. This is p;rtiéu-
lérly problematic since needs assessment often'iﬁfluences--or'ét least is,

used o Jusbzfv--ma*or program changes, such as. ;xteﬂdzng a program to unserved

<
grade levels or eliminating program compcnents at other levels. ,
Recruitment. LEA staff report using severa%;methods or combinations of '

7 - = [1
methods to identify and recruit students. These include the following: :cntacg:-
ing younger siblings'of former .ECT-I participants or children receiving Title I

. \ services in other grades; contacting otmer community” service agencies (visiting

3 .
”&\ . nurses, well-baby clinzcs, churches, social service departments, and the like); -

Al

posting notices in lacal newspapers and stores; and sending teachers to homes ~

1

. _in eligible'neighborhoods. There is some question whether Ehese efforts reach

*

all children who need'services While the LEA staff generaily feel that the o .
A
>\ children they recruit do need services they-fgar they nght be missing others
] A' . -
: who also need educational help. — .

:

+« Selection. Beyond the requisi;e of residence in an eligible area, LEAs
. . B . . - a - . B
must establish criteria for selectdng childgen to be served. For ECT{I,programs, -

some combination of the following is commonly used:

< R ‘ ' . ’
, ® 3 low score on a test or series of tests; , C
o teacher judgment; . ‘ ) » ‘i ‘
. o a sibling who is or was a Title I student; ‘ S 4
v : : . .
v : . ) — .
® parents with Bbss than a high school education; .

. . « T
¢ inabllity to understand the language of instruction; and

»

. o parent j gnent . '_‘,‘ : | : |
/ . . . ) /
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1e*e is no gbvious way of approprzately weighting the var*ous factors, howe et

‘*rtua‘lv every LEA uses som® form of a standardzzed°test as part of the selec-

ticn process. The extent. (%o which LEAs rely oﬁ'these tests in making their

<

o

decision varies considerably. R!uqne extreme, test scores constitute a virtual

decision rule, although cut-off scoré}»d1f er across states and LEAs. At the other

’
7

ex:rete, it appears that tests are usedﬂprimarily to saxisfy‘pctentiéh compliance
: 4
inquiries; actual selection decisions may be made by other criteria. At a more

' )\ - v
central position, test evzdence is used in con;unct.on with teacher judgment.

1f teacher judgment averrules test evzdence, addztzonal testing is often done to

support the deczszon. .

Manipulat;ng the svstenm. Thg, needs a{ses;ment, recruitmept, and selection

processes ‘can be manipulated to include or exclude children. Some projects have

’

too few openings for the number of applicants and must reject some of "them. Some-
e "
times the solution is to screen all applicints and select the children with the.

lowest scores. Since test scores tend to cluster, teacher or tester judgment

is added to the decision-making process. Alternatively, LEAs establish a.test

score eligibility criterion and test children on a first-come-first-served basis.

1} ’

When they have reached the maximum number of children they can accommodate who
o . .

meet the criterion, they simply stoﬁ testing. Making the information available

to some families before others exacerbates the natural selection bias and almost

assures blecement to the groups&g}rst notified. For'example,-one LEA al\ays

v

posted notice about the screening in one housing project first. Not surprisingly,"*

7/ . - . N
since they used a first come-first served procedure, most of their children came

from that project. Few came from another more ”difficult" project where testing

&

occurred later and there were few placemenes lefe.

There is consxderable difference of opinzon at both the state and the local

level about what is necessary to comply with the law on the one‘hand} ‘and what'

/

constitutes good educationsl practice on the other. In the select%sn of children

2R
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for ECT-1 programs, this ambiguity allows considerable latitude for decision

. . - L4
matjrs to be responsive to local.priorities, as well as raising the posszbzlzty
rd * .

-

of abuse. o . . ..

Organ zing 55#11 Projects to Delzver S¢rvices .

Resources, A conszcuous featare of early childhood programs is the purpose-
ful interaction of play and learning ii!ivities. There is abundant-evidence that
) ’ . , :
young children learn thréugh play. What and how thev learn depends greatly on

the type'of material and play experien;e provided. When these elemfints are care-
' L]

fully chosen to match the ab:lztxes and interests of the chxldren involved, ;hey
both facilitate the learnzng process and provzde the content. They enabie child-
‘ren to engage Eheir curiosity and use their initiative as they learn. They
also.can yield diagnostic information to teachers. ’

“Almost without exceptiqp, ECT-1 programs are well equipp;d with_a variety
of matefial and instructional aids. Material is of two di}or types: equipment
for'expléraflon and free play (e.g., art material, puzz;es, or sorting games),
aﬁd structured learniﬂg material (e.g., programmed language gits). In-prekinder-
gartén aﬁd kindergarten classes, mbst material is of the first type; firsi-}rad;
classes generally use more structured material. '

. The shift in emphasis from prekindergarten to. first g;ade reflects the &hange
from an educational approach tailored to each child, to one with common objectives
to be_shared by all the children. . Mé}eovgr, it reveals theoretical ambiguities

about what-children should be doing and raises iméortant-pedagégic issues. From

a perspectivé that stresses program content and short-%gff)aghievément, it js

appropriate. From a'mqre cognitfve developmental position emphasizing long-term

effects, “it can be argued that first-grade children with educational deficits
’ v

still need--and are. most in need of--concrete experiences before moving on, to

«

symrolic activities, Currently, however, these cﬂilgren are the least likely

to get then. Being the least likely to comPlete the required syﬂbolic schooL

»

A/

P
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tasks, they may seldom have opportunit?es for mdre concrete*exoloration.

\ The space available for ECT-I proje;ts is'not optimal. Restrigtions on
'building, ineregsed constraints on local school spending, and a general sepse of
low priori;;'for ECT-1 progr;ms seem to contribute to the deficit. Progrom .

-.personnel use available space differently, Mostgprekindergarten and kindergarten

/

classes are arranged into three ki nds of areas a group meeting place,

individual interest areas and areaf for solitary play. First grade class

-

space is usually organized around desks for individual children.

The adult resources for ECT-1 programs vary considerably. Most _EAs use
B - R N .\/’\'
teachers, aides, and specialists in particular subject areas. d?wever, they

define the Bles differently and éombine them,in a-number\of wavs, The tasks

‘and responsibilities of aides are most conspicuously different. Classroom
. o
persomnel are supervised and their activities cbordinated by special administra-
4 . .

S

|
tive and technical assistance personnel. , 1
14

Curricula. ECT-I progrims that are adjuncts to regular school programs must
T — . ’ ‘ \

. I3 Py k .
be distinguished from those constituting entire programs at a particular

level. .The former;/for example first grade reading or reading readiness programs

take {éeir obJectives from corresponding regular school actividies. They simply

extend the instructional services to children who are having difficulty or pro-

gressing more slowly than their-peers through the regular school curriculum Whole

programs, most frequently at the prekindergarten leve], on the other hand, must

identi‘y curricula from other programs or develop new ones. In these cases the

-

linkage between ECT-I programs and programs in later grades is often tenuous.

J

Man) prdJects are develdping their own curricula These often include a
comprehensive set of behavioral objectives or criteria, organized in developmen-
tal sequences andaspeCifying age, grade, or developmental level expectations.

They also sﬁggest appropriate activities and materials helpful in teaching

L

children to these criteria. < , .
v ' ‘ - .

)
- -~
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»  There.is reason to be cautious about such' efforts. Cr
| ' ,
of items are often only face valid. The eclectic approac:

teria and Selection
Jused co set objec-

tives and define cugricula involves borrowing from other/programs and drawifg
(] { N

from books and clinical experience. This can result i

.

a rich program adapted

%0” locayg=resources and individual children; but it cah al'so result in superim-

posing' theoretical positions on one another regardless of fit. The program then

becomes a collection of bits and Pieces of variods early childhood practices

with, no coherent structure. (/

1
———y—

The organizational structure of the various curricula and hence the emphasi%;’-

placed on objectives differ from place to place. Some ECT-I programs use a

(developmental area organitation while others focus on subject matter. A typical
‘ :
‘developmental area organization would _focus on‘some or all of the following:

o the way the child perceives the world (auditory and visual perception);
o the way the child controls his body and integrates 1nformatzon from his
sepses (gross motor skills, fine motor skills, perceptual motor integgas

-

tion, perceptual motor skills, and psychomotor skills);

o cognitive status (conceptual development and problem-solving skills);

® capacity to organize behavior and maintain attention (attention span,,

wlw

task initiation, task directedness, independence, and executive ability);

.

language ability (expressive_linguage and comprehension);

@

e social and emotional integrity (self concept an& relationships with.

. othergy. ’ N P i
A subject area organization might focus on: ;
o reading and readingrreadine§s (e.g., letter recognition, word desoding
- skills, or voosbulary development); v _
o language arts (integration of reiHing; writing, and spelling); and
» o mathematics (e.g., number recogiition, simple arithmetic operations,

and shape‘and spatial rélationships).

P
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- ‘xacﬁna tion shows that the two pe?&pectxves overlap conszderablv The appar-
¢

.ent dif f-rence is one of perspectzve From an elementary school perspective the

logical strategy is to extend downward into early childhood programs the subject

-

matter structure developed in the laser grades. People trained in early childhood,

s

. education, however, focus more on basic developmenta] areas. More impqstant, howgver,
° L 2
is the way teaching staff relate the objectives to instruction.  Again, one of the

central themes of our report emerges. On the one hand, there is the weak and poor!y

-

’ unders;ood 11nk between early ch11dhoed experience and ®ompetent functzon1ng in

. school dh the OtheT, g1ven the general Title I. fOCJa on the developmenf o
"bés‘ kilfs and on aceountabzlzty, th-re is an increased push toward‘moldzng
. ECT—I curriculatzn this direction. The face valid way of doing thzs {s o impose
sdﬁsect a;ea 'objectzves on~;éT-I ﬁrograms--eut'this runs counter to much current

<

developmentalsthinking about appropriate early childhood education.

-

This dilemma is manifest in the difference between formal descriptions of

ECT-I programs (written documents and Title I applieations) and informal accounts
' (teacher comments and fie.%d staffpbse;vations). The programs as formally de-
_scribed ugeally emphasize achievemeﬁt-related 6bjectives, whereas-as implegented
they oéten reflect more comprehensive deVeloémentglhtencerns.

- -

Individualization. A conspicuous feature of a great many ECT-I projekts

-

is the awareness of and sensitivity to issues of 1ndividualf5ation.' However,

ways of xndzvzdualz'zng Rrograms for ch1kﬂ en differ. The typical way of -ndzviﬂua’
‘{
izing instruction s to develop a skills profile on each child, usualty based on

S
<

whatexer scores are available fron selection or evaluation pretests (publlshed
' or locally developed tests). The profile gives an indication of the mastery .

level in the aréassessed by the particular test. Teachers use the profile ‘
x - ! El

to monitor the child's progress, checking off new skills and understandings'%%‘-

t

- they ocecur. Some programs use procedureg-borroweh from the diagnostic/preeé%1pt1ve




g

. .
. R . .
4 B 4 [
. . - - . ’ -
. ! . A
*

v’

modeis developed in special education (see, for example, Gallager, '1973;

-

# Meisels, 1977). These involve a multi-steg process of in-depth, multi- ;

- '

-

’ disciplinarz evaluation of each child's strengths and weaknesses, a written .
- . ) , o -
diagnosis of educatjon needs, and an individual education plan drawn from suh:\CLn . .
\ ' . L

sets of the project's general objectives that' matches instructional technigues <

’
. to the child's learning style and interest:s. {///

4 . —— , — . 1

+ Implementing individualized programs is difficult for several reasons: few

goéd diagnostic tests are available, and-fewer still link assessment with

-

instructional activities; special sypport services are necessarv.but aften -

.

-unavazlable. expertise in diaznosis and pres:riptive teaching is limited;
e:tte.nsne record keepinz requirgs i‘m;or time comnutment In programs where

.1nd1vzduzlzzation is thoroughly understood and carefully implemented, educational

experiences are designed to maximize each child's exjsting skills, abilities, and
w . . P
interests in order to improve performance in weaker areas. In programs where

individualization’is not well implemente&, the results may be more form than

,. " . substance. In our jgdgment, technical assistance is needed in this area.

*." ECT-I Within the Larger Contex¥ °

State influence on ECT-I prﬁg_ggg Under Title I, responsibility for N

defining’ prozrams and the ages at whidh they are to be offered rests with local
education-agencies This responsibility 1is implemented through a multi-step

process that includes determtning school eligibility for Title 1 funds, identify-

ing nost ?reSsing edueaticnql needs within eligible scho (needs aséfssments),

« * ‘a N » N .
planning and providing services to best meet those needs, and seletting children

. to receive the services. ' LEAs must squly assursnces to the SEA that they Hive

taken all of these steps in compliance with applicable regulations

E )
L SEAs, on the other hand, are res ible for:
A 1) assurih rope} ‘And effiéient rformance of LEA duties under Title I;
4— ' ’ N bl . . z . p - "v . pe - / 4\ ’
) ! . 2) providing technical assistance.with regard to measurements and evalua- = |
] - tions LEAs are required (to subnit ‘ : .
\‘l «. L3 . . ? ] ” v
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L { -
3 reviewing,qpplications and approving them if they meet all applicable

requirements and do not exceed available funds; and

4) providini adeQuate notice and opportunity for a hearing in case of

. . disapproval of the anpnal appiication-gnd specifying reasons‘for the - ‘ {
e ‘-disapproxal (Table I, ESEA, Sectxon 141 and 142; 45K FR Part 116.4 and |
, ¢
& 116 3. ‘ & v / &«
. e ¥hile in principle the "separation of powers'" seems clear, in practice ,
) ,there.may be~some ambiguity. Altho:!h SEAs heve no authority to deternmine tne
content, structure, or age levels of prograns funded under Title Ij we observed
a tonsiderable amount of across-state variation'in the numoer and\type of éCT-I
 programs implemented. In-the States visited, SEA representatives have definite
‘ prioriti:; for ECT-I‘program implementation. At the state level tnere seems
'to be a slight'treﬁd toward decreasing ¢the number of ECT-I programs, particularly
o in prekindergarten., In addition, most SEA offi ais fdvor academic achievement
programs, Nhiie they do not require that progr:Is be limited to academic - ;
readiness and a:hievement, they suggest that these are the Sine g___non for |
r - Title I funding. A few SEA officialsargue ho;erer, that in early educatxon . |
— programs these skills, can be addressed only within the context of integrated %
: personal, socia?, and cognitive development . - ™~
Several SEA representatives give priority to indiv:dualizing programs
Pull-out programs, learning centers mainstreaming, and continuous multi-grade -
projects have supporters at the state level‘ In most cases, however “stdte
. officials are somewhat vague sbout what actually happens .in ECT~I classrooms, and | |
y : . L

tend to leave decisions about teaching strategies to the LEAs. . . 3

, SEAs are charged with monitoring the effectiveness of Title I programs

- " . within their state. They therefore have a genuine interest in the evaluation -

procedures and instruments used. In general, SEAs that emphasize basic educa-

i

. . tjpnel_skills~progrqms, even at the early childhood Ie,el, favor evaluation .

l . - ’ . -
. .~ ] .

Q ,. . - -
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mezhods using norm-referenced tests, while SEAs tifr emphasize devesopnencal

3

approaches tend.to favor Crltgflon-referenced tests or.observations.

~ _Coordihation of -Title I with fegpiar school programs. In most programs,

14

Title ] and district personnel are working toward the same goals and using
similar curriculum materials. However, in a few instances their methods are

. purpcsely dx‘f-rent--an extreme illustration of the need to su*nlemen: rather

tha, supplant local ces, Coordination of Andividual education plans is
more variable. “Programs differ in the types of information shared«between
- .-‘-"\
. g classroom teacher and Title I teacher, in frequency of contact, and in the form

of reports. T <.

Operatiorfal challenges to smooth program implemenﬁggign\inciude,difficulties

\

g ECT-1 services so as not\Ib conflxct with other valuable “classroom

activities or with-communication between Title I personnel and district staff.

Opportunities for the latter are rgduced by busy schedules and“offices located

«

. in different buildings. Onme strategy for bridging the communication gap 1is to

conduct joint in-service training sessions. .
: - -~

Continuity across grade levels. - Continuity of program experience has been

a major issue in the early childhood literatu?e. It is also a concern for ECT-I,
In general, gCTfI programs seem to be more successfnlﬁgban other early edﬁcat}on
programs in estsblishing'ané maintaining continuit& of education experienges for
young children.’ Some programs attempt to pfovide continuity by including the
ECT-I $rogram irn a continuous multi-grade program. Others do so by extending
curricu}dn goals or c;icerion-referenced miterials for the elementary grades
downwird to meet the needs of four- or five-year-old .children.

The nosttronblesegetransition is between prekincergsrten and later pro-
grams. Pfekinde:;;rten programs often denelop independently of elementary

progrsms and tend to be broader in scope and .more comprehensive im the services

they provide. A pedagogic shift occurs between early childhodé’educatxon and

-

29




®3liien:i: instructiodn in the elamehtary grades The fbrmer focuses more

on the c‘..:1 the latter on progran content. Moréover, ECT-I programs are
ofzen admifisteréd’ ;nd housed separately, fu*the* complicating the contfhuity
issue.’ . '
Relationshipg with other programs. A staggering array of additional e
. f i . . . .
funding services and .programs is avaitable 4o children e};gible for ECT-1. In

)

A . © " ¢

some sites, seve}al funding sourcés are combined within a single classroom. In

others, one source is used ;.,Eiilly at some grade levels and alternative

‘@
sources are.used at others. The constellation of programzxis almost unique

®

[

for eash commdﬂétv Our report focuses on the relationships between ECT-I pro-

-~ B

: grams and two other;:_ Head Start and special education.

_In most communities 'there is little or no communication between ECT:} and

Head Start proirams. In somel there seems.tb be conpetition for children or

A r
~

-4
“envy at'disproportionaic resources available to one program or the other. \\\g’
. ‘

In others, staff coordinate resources. Some communities report an unofficial

statuskhieta;chy, from-Head Start to Title I to special education. € nature
of the relationship between programs seems to be determined by a number of
factors including the administrative framework for the two programs, the
resources and services available 20 each the eligibf//ty criteria used the’

way, placement decfsions -are reached and the adequacy of all early childhood

services to eet the total community need.
.\\\<\

The reiationship between ECT-I¥and special education services is particu-

larly complex, reflecting differences in state special education laws and’ the general

»

N

lack of clarity epout tﬁe requirements for implementatidP of PL 94-142. There'is -much

concern and confusion :bOut what services will be provided from what .sources,
how services migﬁt be. shared and how decisions should be made about services

for 1ndividual children. Eligibility for ECT-1 and for special education is

. . A} 3
often difficult to distinguish in early childhood, and there is some anxiety that

~ -
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: childrenﬂzfll be placed in the wrdzg program’

N\ Wapp nz 1nd1v1duaI needs to available prdzrams is a salient issue in most -
34

LEAS. For eﬁcH of the three programs, ECT I, Head Start and spec1a1 ecucation,
' - i )

there is"a screentng or selectxon process that marks entry 1nto the system.

" Some L3As are beginning to try to coordinate screening proce-.‘

However, in most they exist independen:ly. It is up to parents tg, initiate

L

entry into the various programs and the choice often seems to be dgxermined by o
=

informal, personal hetworks rather than an informed, rational decision-making,

.

\\jfrocess. L ) L :
. . - ~ ‘.

PARENT INVOLVEMENT » ‘ ,

< “~ . .
Increased parent involvement is a trend noted in early childhood education

/ P ' . .
programs generally, and in ECT-I programs in particular. This'is influenced f(/’_T

P

by two conditioﬁs. _First, there {s abundant evidence that early education
intervention programs by themsel@es tend not to produce long-term effects on _ ° . l
children. ' However, programs more likely to achieve sustained effggts are tHose
thas ipvolve parent participation. Second tﬁe pol1t.ca1 climate of the times
forces programs to be responsive to the people they serve and the primary
noch;nisq for this i§¢pare;: participation. Thus, two fgrms of parent involve-

*

ment emerge: parent education and parent barticipatidn.
\ . ) . .
* Parent Education ) .

3

We dissinguish amonglthree types of parent edhcatiou? those direqfcd.
°‘a§ changing parents' kapwiedze, attitudes ;nd behavior a; theg are focused oQL
their chiid; thqse directed at zﬁanging parents' knOwledg%, attitudes and the-:, .
nature of their interactions with ic@ool s:rvices gnd personnel; and those with ‘

-9

-

M ) . B
objectives that go beyond the parent role and try ugfactf’;he personal needs of ‘
parents as adults. éCT-I parent education programs are found in only the first -
two catozoriés. Exggplos of objective; for each are summarized in Table 2.

Parent education in ECT-I is'a local option. LEAs implementing parent education
Ty, »

31 . o .

= A




N ' /
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. , . Table 2 '

* Examples of Pirent-E:!ucation Goals

’ . ’

* [} ’ / * L3}
I -
‘}b Produce | . R 4 Focus )
’ Change in ) , . '
SN . Parents’': ,Toward\Qild Toward School
! .
| ,i ) ) 2 .
. ) To understand health, Tobe aware of services
’ | nutritional, and degtal © available and how to use thenm,
- | knowledge needs of children; =~ . ° e.g., ;eferral for spgeial ‘
X ' . L . education;
) To know what play matérials - 4 .
are approprjate’at different |  To know what tasks their child
J " ages. - . is working on in school.
l L 4 ] ) (3 .
\ b T S I
) To appreciate their child's To trust school personnel;
char?cteriszics of temperament
‘ and learning; To view themselves as helpers
- | Aetitude : in the education of their
A . To dewyelop realistil #id child.. <
+ flexiblé expectations of ‘
B A ~ | their child. 3
o 43 " - - -~ ~
< | L E
. |.'To change verBal behavior; To seek appropriate services,
» Function - .k', e.g., referral for special
\ To change patterns of ' education;
responsiveness. | .
Y . To initiate and attend
. . [+ |. conferences with teachers with
' N . ' sppropriate frequency.
" - ———
/ . :
Y . ’ ~
¢ - .
- . '” ”
. !
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\ | A
/I‘. - . .
programs argue that parents of educationally disadvantaged children themselves

need educatisn and training, ‘
The goals qf ECT-I parent education programs are to improye children's .

/ R
school realiness and academic performance by teaching parents to teach their

chrldren. 55 with so many other features Bf ECT-1I programs, there are conspic-

t cuous differences in paren:

cation efforts across grade leyels:; In gene}al,
L J

S ‘LEAs tend to place heavy emphasis on parent education for :hree-yegr\slds,

equél emphasis on parent edu;;!..h and child-ben;ered programs for four; and
P4 4 ) i
five-year-olds, and less -emphasis on parent education thereafter.

= 4 -

Parent education programs are organz ed in’one of three ways: as inde-’

t

P
pendent entrt1e4k as com%a;ents of classroom programs for children, and as

inform‘l adg-ons. Many programs are Home visit programs. Others bring parents
together in small groups A few comb1ne pareni and child classroon act1vit1es.

i
Issues in 1mp1ement1ng;parent educa'zon programs. There are several chal-

'lenges to suc.essful parent education efforts. First, there is no consensus on

'qppropriate goals for parent education. Parental needs vary with individual
- .%m‘
capability, family strength, and child characteristics, and it is necessary to

individualize programs for families. However, doing $0 is difficult and time
’ .

‘consuming. Second there is a paucity of good mater1a1s for use in parent educa-

tion. "LEA staff often Bust develop their own, and this takes time end talent.

'

Third, 1‘ost ECT- I‘Qtaff are traiﬂed to work with childzen, not adults. Excellent

teachers of young children are not alnays the best teachers of psfents, so '

“additional, trdining and support are necessary, though not alvays available.

Finallgi\?rogrtm accountability is issue. ‘Particularly with home visit pro-i

e

grams, it is difficul? to assure .that what actually happens is consistent with

L 4

. the program as plannedf' -
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E Progre; personnel'in LEAs with pagent education projects are corvinced
.oé the efficacy af—these efforts.” They feel tha: the children of parents who
participate have better attitudes toward and do better in school, and that
parents are Setter able to use -school resources and to function as ddvocates ,
. N

for their children. Howgver, evaluiting these activities with any degree of

‘.Egor is difficult, hampered by both legistic and technical censtraints.
4 ' .

Parent Particination / : i ;o
- \ ! U
Three forms of’ECT-I parent participation are identified: resources to
the prograz, informal political agents, and parent advisory councils. The
IS .

fi'st includes serving as classroom aides, observing and emaluating progranms,
building pla\zrounds or helping wlth special activitles. The second includes
writing to..ongressmen and'other public officials in support of or in opposi-.

tion to legislationg _The third is defined by the regulations of Title I and
1

4

implemented accordingly.

Evalusting Parent Involvement .

Some aspects of parent involvement must be evﬁlueted‘and parent education
SN

is one of them However, it is difficult,to do $0 adequately, and in general

LEA staff are dissatisfied with the ways the parent education programs are being

'

evaluated. They argue that in their program they strive to improve parental
Le

'competence and attitudes so that children may reap the advantages. Children

* ¢« whose parents partjcipate in these programs should be’nore aiz,nqed-in some
mseasurable ;iy than children whose parents did not participate. Thereforeiz«
evelustiog\ie these projects generaliy taies the form of short-term child iﬁpact
studies Theseuetslustions clpsely'resemble tyose of child-centered ECT~I pro-
zrams " despite the fact that prograa goalf and activities may be quite aiﬁftrent

')

Parert educators, however, srgue that short-term impact evaluation tells

34
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include chunges in parents' knowledge, dttitudes’jgd function, tfese areas
[ ) / , . "
should also be assessed. Moreover, effecting su¢h parental change is more

liaely to have long-term consequences for children thin it is to significantly,

effect short-term ghange. Therefore, thev advocate longitudinal evaluations.

M | iinally. many LEA staff feel that their programs have consideraple diffusion
effects, fhey would look for ways in which parents understand and deal more
successfully not only with the ECT=I chttd, but also with his or her siblings.

) They would also assess 1ncreased competence in using school and comnunltVA '

o resources. ; . . /

) Evaluation of parent education is ihpeded-by,tne pducity of instruments

S : .

i .. . .
for measuring parent growth. There simply are no standardized end few widely

.

used instruments for measur1ng changes in parents that might be expected as a-

\
result of participation in parent educatlon projects. Alternative strateg1es

used by some programs include observations of parent behavige e1ther at home or

N .

in a controlled situation, parent attttude scales, .questionnaires or unob-
‘trusive measures of parent attendance at meetings, “home visits o:.workshops.

Many programs use a coubinat1on of several strategies.

tion of ECT-l parent education programs. First, the Title I regulations require
that all programs must impact the child so’the'majority of evalyation resources

are devoted to ascertaining that impact. Second, existing evaluation‘itrategies
\ -

ard measures are simply not'capaoie of sorting out the linkages between changes

in parent knowledge, attitude and functionjing on the one hand, and short-term
. 4 .

. or sustained‘fffects on their children on the other.

P . ' N N 4

SUMMARY .

We suggest that'tﬁe development of ECT-I programs has been influenced by

onl} part of the story. Since goals and objectives‘of parent edocation programs
* /

We see, then, two factors that constrain efforts at more adequate ev‘;ua-' ~

>

EY
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‘\\z(g_forces soec fic requirements, regulatrons, and 1nterpretatron of Trtle

-

I, and genera’ early childhood education theori\and practrce. The two overlap «

in some ways bu: seldom map directly ontu one another. Several points of

* .

conflict have 1mp11catlons for program praetdee and -evaluation. Firs:, because

q .
there is no consensus on the definition of educational or academic lefizit in ‘*“_J//’

early childhood, it is difficult to establish criteria for the greatest need.
This complicates needs assessment, the Selection of children ¢ =] programs,
and the design of programs. Second, even if educati al defi;it is operation-

ally defined, it is not oiear that there is any €ay to prevent later acadeulc

i

‘failure Educators mav differ on the nature of the problem and on optzmal inter-
'vent{on strategiés. . The result is a variety of prograns, and a multltude of
currrcula ith a wide range of goals and obJectxves ‘These objectives are
organi.ed by some into domains of child development by others, 1n terms of
standard currrculum subjects This d1verszty among programs and mu1t1p11c1ty
of goals within programs complicates the task of developing a unified system
‘of evaluation models. Third the state of the arf in éarly chzldhood assess-
Hient also creates problems. Tests for both selection and evaldation of children

. are linited in number, narrow in scope, and ‘often of -low technical quaiity.
T, narrow ‘ -~ .

. This makes difficult the task of needs asdessment, child selection, and program
: o A . ’

" evaluation, ) . /

' A [
-

\J/’fn\conclusion, however, we should note that while the diversity of ECT-1I

‘ programs may present chfllenges--in prograi administration, coordination with

. . -
other programs, and especially in ey luation--it may also represent a real strength.

As our literature review shows, mapy of thb programs identified as exemplary on .
the basis of sysiematic evalh;t n were ECT-1 programs. Indeed their number is
'disproportionately large when\eonparcd with the proportion of Title I resources

going into early childhood programs. . This; may be due to several different factors,

.\ - - . 36 " *
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such as characteristics of early childhegd tests and instruments, or the "rature
- -

of child deveiqpmen:' 8ut it may also reflect the' fact that the diversity
.apparent among ECT-I programs has made it possible to match programs to ﬂﬂe/”\*\\ ;
par:icq}a{\needs of locai comnunities and the specific needs of different groups

of educat@oﬁaliy dep?ived.children. Thus, .despite af& the edministrativé and
'evaluaiiqn problems which it may, cause, this diversity should-be viewed a; an
impor:an:,‘real and pbtential)strengih‘of Title I effor£s;;t the early childhood
level: It should not be cpnstrhipe& lightly, ho;err attractive it might be to.

- . . . < . . ¢
do so for the sake of administrative or evaluative efficiency. R
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